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1. Claims 1-26 have been examined. Application 09/217,542 (Method and 
apparatus for determining if a user walks away from a self-service checkout terminal 
during operation thereof) has a filing date 12/21/1998. 

Response to Amendment 

2. In response to Non Final Rejection filed 11/29/2004, the Applicant filed an 
Amendment on 03/16/2005, which amended claims 1, 3-7, 14, 16-19 and added new 
claims 19-26. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Addy et al (U.S. 6,056,087) in view of Terranova (U.S. 6,098,879). 
As per claims 1 and 14, Addy et al teach: 

recording a number of merchandise items for purchase by a user by said self- 
service checkout terminal (see Addy column 1 , lines 30-41 ); 

Addy et al teach a system with a processing unit that monitors output signals 
generated by a scanner, a video system and a light curtain device in order to supervise 
and provide security monitoring of a given checkout procedure. In addition, if the light 
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curtain device detects that the customer placed an item in the post-scan area but the 
video system did not detect motion associated with the customer attempting to scan the 
item, and the scanner did not read a product identification code associated with the 
item, it can be inferred with a high degree of confidence that the customer was 
intentionally operating the self-service checkout terminal improperly. Since the customer 
appears to have made no attempt to scan the item prior to placing the item in the post- 
scan area, an entry is made in a log. A security officer may be paged to audit or 
otherwise investigate the customer's transaction if the log entry exceeds a threshold 
value (see column 8, lines 10-45). 

Addy et al do not teach "detecting movement of said user as said user walks 
through a number of boundaries of an adjacent checkout floor area of said self-service 
checkout terminal and generating a walk-away control signal in response thereto; 

determining if a payment-tendered control signal was received by the self-service 
checkout terminal indicative of said user having tendered payment for said merchandise 
items while within the adjacent checkout floor area; and 

generating a personnel-request control signal in response to said walk-away 
control signal if said payment-tendered control signal was not received by the self- 
service checkout terminal. However, Terranova teaches a system that detects the 
movement of a customer using a self-service checkout terminal (see Terranova column 
11, lines 1-21; column 1, lines 34-40) and alerts security personnel when it detects that 
said customer is attempting to walk-away from a checkout terminal before generation of 
a payment-tendered control signal (see Terranova column 34, lines 17-41). Therefore, it 
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would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
application was made, to know that the Addy et al system would summoned security 
personnel, when it detects that a customer walks pass a certain boundary in a checkout 
terminal which would indicate that said customer is walking away from said checkout 
terminal before generation of a payment-tendered control signal, as taught by 
Terranova. This feature would prevent a customer using a self-service checkout 
terminal to leave the store without paying for the merchandise. 
As per claims 2 and 15, Addy and Terranova teach: 

"operating a summoning device so as to summon retail personnel in response to 
generation of said personnel-request control signal" (see Addy column 8, lines 31-45). 
As per claim 4, Addy and Terranova teach: 

The method of claim 1 , wherein said detecting step includes detecting if said user 
walks away from said adjacent checkout floor area of said retail store so as to return to 
a shopping area of said retail store different from the adjacent checkout floor area and 
generating a return-to-shopping control signal in response thereto, further comprises the 
steps of: 

detecting if said user walk back to said adjacent checkout floor area of said retail 
store from said shopping area of said retail store and generating a return-to-terminal 
control signal in response thereto; and operating said self-service checkout terminal so 
as to allow said user to continue a retail transaction in response to generation of said 
return-to-terminal control signal. Terranova teaches a system that detects if a customer 
returns to a checkout area and allows the customer to continue a retail transaction in 
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response to said detecting (see column 34, lines 16-42). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to 
know that the Addy system would determine if the user is returning to the shopping area 
and is not leaving the store, and would trigger or disable a signal accordingly. This 
feature would allow the customer to complete the financial transaction. 
As per claim 6, Addy and Terranova teach: 

The method of claim 1, wherein said detecting step includes detecting if said user 
walks away from said adjacent checkout floor area of said retail store so as to exit said 
retail store and generating an existing-store control signal in response thereto, and 
wherein the method further comprises the steps of: 

generating a personnel-needed-immediately control signal in response to 
generation of a control signal and operating a summoning device so as to summon 
retail personnel in response to generation of said personnel-needed-immediately control 
signal (see Addy column 8, lines 31-45). 

Claims 3, 5, 7-13, 16-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Addy et al (U.S. 6,056,087) in view of Terranova (U.S. 6,098,879) 
and further in view of Cotton (US 4,630,1 10). 

As per claims 3, 16, 19 and 23, Addy teaches: 

A method of operating a self-service checkout terminal located in a checkout 
area of a retail store, comprising the steps of: 
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generating a payment-tendered control signal when a user of said self-service 
checkout terminal tenders payment for a number of items for purchase (see Addy 
column 1, lines 30-41),. 

Addy fails to teach detecting if said user exits said checkout area of said retail 
store and generating a walk-away control signal in response thereto, including detecting 
movement of said user on a movement detection floor mat and generating said walk 
away control signal if said movement of said user is indicative of an attempt by said 
user to exit said checkout area of said retail store; and generating a personnel-request 
control signal if said walk-away control signal is generated prior to generation of said 
payment-tendered control signal. However, Terranova teaches a system that detects 
the movement of a customer using a self-service checkout terminal (see Terranova 
column 11, lines 1-21; column 1, lines 34-40) and alerts security personnel when it 
detects that said customer is attempting to walk-away from a checkout terminal before 
generation of a payment-tendered control signal (see Terranova column 34, lines 17- 
41). Cotton et al teach of a floor sensitive mat that senses the direction a person is 
walking across the mat (see column 10, lines 45-61). The floor sensitive mat can 
determine if the person is walking out of the store or if the person is entering the store. 
From this information, the system triggers a signal to turn on surveillance equipment in 
a point of sale environment (see column 27, lines 35-67 - column 28, lines 1-67). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the application was made, to know that the Addy et al system would summoned security 
personnel, when it detects that a customer walks pass a certain boundary in a checkout 
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terminal using a movement detection floor mat, as taught by Cotton which would 
indicate that said customer is walking away from said checkout terminal before 
generation of a payment-tendered control signal, as taught by Terranova. This feature 
would prevent a customer using a self-service checkout terminal to leave the store 
without paying for the merchandise. 

As per claims 7, 18, 20, 22, 24 and 26, Addy teaches: 

The method of claim 19, further comprising the step of: 

operating a summoning device so as to summon retail personnel in response to 
generation of said personnel request control signal (see column 8, lines 31-45). 
As per claims 5, 1 7 and 21 , Addy teaches: 

A method of operating a self-service checkout terminal located in a checkout 
area of a retail store, comprising the steps of: 

generating a payment-tendered control signal when a user of said self-service 
checkout terminal tenders payment for a number of items for purchase (see Addy 
column 1, lines 30-41); 

Addy fails to teach detecting if said user exits said checkout area of said retail 
store and generating a walk-away control signal in response thereto; detecting if said 
user exits said checkout area of said retail store so as to return to a shopping area of 
retail store by detecting movement of said user on a movement detection floor mat in a 
direction toward said shopping area, and generating a retum-to-shopping control signal 
in response thereto; detecting if said user returns to said checkout area of said retail 
store from said shopping area of said retail store and generating a return-to-terminal 
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control signal in response thereto; operating said self-service checkout terminal so as to 
allow said user to continue a retail transaction in response to generation of said return- 
to-terminal control signal; and generating-a personnel-request control signal if said 
walk-away control signal is generated prior to generation of said payment-tendered 
control signal and if said user does not exit said checkout area of said retail store so as 
to return to a shopping area of said retail store. Terranova teaches a system that 
detects if a customer returns to a checkout area and allows the customer to continue a 
retail transaction in response to said detecting (see column 34, lines 16-42). Cotton et al 
teach of a floor sensitive mat that senses the direction a person is walking across the 
mat (see column 10, lines 45-61). The floor sensitive mat can determine if the person is 
walking out of the store or if the person is entering the store. From this information, the 
system triggers a signal to turn on surveillance equipment in a point of sale environment 
(see column 27, lines 35-67 - column 28, lines 1-67). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to 
know that the Addy system would determine if the user is returning to the shopping area 
and is not leaving the store using the Cotton movement detection floor mat, and would 
trigger or disable a signal accordingly, as taught by Terranova. This feature would allow 
the customer to complete the financial transaction. 

As per claim 25, Addy teaches: 

The retail terminal of claim 23, but fails to teach wherein 

said plurality of instructions, when executed by said processing unit, further 
causes said processing unit to: (a) detect if said user exits said checkout area of said 
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retail store so as to return to a shopping area of said retail store with said movement 
detection floor mat and generate a return-to-shopping control signal in response thereto, 
b) detect if said user returns to said checkout area of said retail store from said 
shopping area of said retail of said retail store with said movement detection floor and 
generate a return-to-terminal control signal in response thereto, and (c) operate-said 
self-service checkout terminal so as to allow said user to-continue a retail transaction in 
generation of said return-to-terminal control signal. Terranova teaches a system that 
detects if a customer returns to a checkout area and allows the customer to continue a 
retail transaction in response to said detecting (see column 34, lines 16-42). Cotton et al 
teach of a floor sensitive mat that senses the direction a person is walking across the 
mat (see column 10, lines 45-61). The floor sensitive mat can determine if the person is 
walking out of the store or if the person is entering the store. From this information, the 
system triggers a signal to turn on surveillance equipment in a point of sale environment 
(see column 27, lines 35-67 - column 28, lines 1-67). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to 
know that the Addy system would determine if the user is returning to the shopping area 
and is not leaving the store using the Cotton movement detection floor mat, and would 
trigger or disable a signal accordingly, as taught by Terranova. This feature would allow 
the customer to complete the financial transaction. 

Response to Arguments 
4. Applicant's arguments filed 03/16/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant argues that the references fail to teach detect movement of 
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said user as said user walks through a number of boundaries of an adjacent checkout 
floor area of said self-service checkout terminal. The Examiner answers that it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was 
made, to know that Terranova would need to set up a boundary line adjacent to a 
checkout terminal, that if said line is crossed by a customer, said crossing would 
indicate that said customer is walking away from said terminal. 



5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

• Williams teaches a system for detecting unauthorized removal of goods from 
protected premises 

• Osterweil teaches a method for monitoring movements of an individual. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL LASTRA whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6720. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, ERIC W STAMBER can be reached on 571-272-6724. The right-fax 
number of the Examiner is 571-273-6720. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 



Daniel Lastra 
May 14, 2005 




